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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Clalnns 1, 3, 4, 6-9, 11, 12, 14-19 &21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over extensive consideration of the teachings of US Patent Pub. US 
2001/0009014 A1 to Savage. 

3. Regarding Claims 1 & 12, Savage discloses a nnethod and apparatus for 
facilitating conferences between a plurality of participants on a network, which method 
includes a chat server comprising a communications module for connection with 
telecommunications networks, (paragraphs #0003 & #0130) in which communication 
participants communicate with one another by means of communications terminals, 
(paragraphs #001 1-0023 & Claims 1-55); 

which server has a table in which information about communication forums is 
stored, (per pending Claim 12), (paragraph #0078 - "log file"), (Examiner further notes 
that Savage teaches dynamic creation and allocation of conferences among the media 
servers as facilitated by a single dispatch server wherein it would have been obvious to 
incorporate a table into said dispatch server for purposes of said dynamic allocation as 
said conference database tables are well known in the art, (see Krishnaswamy et al. 
below); 
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and which server has a command module that is set up such that it is able to 
receive and execute commands from the said communication participants, (paragraphs 
#0011-0023), 

the said command module enabling the said communication participants to select 
one of the said communication forums by means of the said commands, (paragraphs # 
0012 & #0023); 

the said communications module being set up such that it is able to interconnect 
at least two of the said communication participants who have selected a common 
communication forum for a round of communication, in which the said communication 
participants communicate by means of spoken language, (conferences), over a said 
telecommunications network, (Abstract; paragraphs #0007 & #001 1-0013) wherein 
the command module is moreover set up such that it is able to receive 
over the said telecommunications networks said commands entered by 
the said communication participants by means of the said communication 
terminals, (paragraphs # 001 1 -0023). 
Thus, Claims 1 & 12 are found to be unpatentable over considerable consideration of 
the teachings of Savage. 

4. Regarding Claims 3 & 14, Savage discloses a method and apparatus for 
facilitating conferences between a plurality of participants on a network, wherein the 
communication participants select, via a menu structure, a communication forum from a 
list of defined communication forums or define a new communication forum, a defined 
communication forum being assigned a designation, designating for example a topic. 
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(paragraphs #0011-0023, #0120 & Fig. 13). Examiner notes that the use of a menu 
(design) structure for conference/fomm selection purposes by designation would have 
been obvious to incorporate within a conference-enabled web page and would 
obviously include any designation. Thus, Claims 3 & 14 are found to be unpatentable 
over considerable consideration of the teachings of Savage. 

5. Regarding Claims 4 & 15, Savage discloses a method and apparatus for 
facilitating conferences between a plurality of participants on a network, wherein the 
menu structure is displayed on a display of the said communications terminals, and the 
communication forum is selected or defined by means of operating elements of the 
communications terminals, (paragraphs #0011-0023, #0120 & Fig. 13). Examiner notes 
that the use of a menu (design) structure for conference/forum selection purposes by 
designation would have been obvious to incorporate within a conference-enabled web 
page. Thus, Claims 4 & 15 are found to be unpatentable over considerable 
consideration of the teachings of Savage. 

6. Regarding Claims 6 & 16, Savage discloses a method and apparatus for 
facilitating conferences between a plurality of participants on a network, (paragraphs 
#001 1-0023). Savage does not specifically enumerate communication forum 
participation limitations based upon assigned geographic area. Examiner notes that 
limitation by geographic distinction would have been obvious as such limitations are well 
known in the "chat room" art for purposes of chat room designation, participation and 
limitation. As Savage discloses a conference (chat) system, it would have been obvious 
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to incorporate geographic limitations into the same. Thus, Claims 6 & 16 are found to 
V be unpatentable over considerable consideration of the teachings of Savage. 

7. Regarding Claims 7 & 17, Savage discloses a method and apparatus for 
facilitating conferences between a plurality of participants on a network wherein access 
to a said communication forum can be denied to an interested communication 
participant, (paragraphs #001 1 -0023). Examiner notes that an interested participant 
may be denied in a number of ways, including non-validation, non-existence, or over 
capacity, all of which would have been obvious in light of the teachings of Savage. 
Thus, Claims 7 & 17 are found to be unpatentable over considerable consideration of 
the teachings of Savage. 

8. Regarding Claims 8 & 18, Savage discloses a method and apparatus for 
facilitating conferences between a plurality of participants on a network wherein the said 
communications terminals are interconnected for a said communication round by means 
of conference circuit, (Abstract & paragraph #001 1 ). Thus, Claims 8 & 18 are found to 
be unpatentable over considerable consideration of the teachings of Savage. 

9. Regarding Claims 9 & 1 9, Savage discloses a method and apparatus for 
facilitating conferences between a plurality of participants on a network wherein one of 
the said communication participants registers for a communication forum when no other 
communication participant has yet selected the respective communication forum, and a 
round of communication between the registered communication participant and at least 
one other communication participant begins when this at least one other communication 
participant has selected the respective communication forum, (Abstract & paragraphs 
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#001 1-0023). Thus, Claims 9 & 19 are found to be unpatentable over considerable 
consideration of the teachings of Savage. 

10. Regarding Claims 11 & 21 , Savage discloses a method and apparatus for 
facilitating conferences between a plurality of participants on a network. Savage does 
not specifically enumerate wherein at least certain of the said communication forums 
have a temporally limited availability, however, the same would have been obvious in 
light Savage which teaches time stamping client conference participation. Examiner 
notes that Savage provides for a time-notification functionality in addition to a 
conference creation and deletion functionality wherein a temporally limited conference 
would be an obvious means by which to limit conference participation so as to not 
exceed server capacity, as a preventative means. Thus, Claims 1 1 & 21 are found to 
be unpatentable over considerable consideration of the teachings of Savage. 

11. Claims 2, 5, 10, 13 & 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the combined teachings of US Patent Pub. US 2001/0009014 A1 to 
Savage in view of US Patent US 6,173,250 B1 to Jong. 

12. Regarding Claims 2 & 13, Savage is relied upon for those teachings disclosed 
herein. Savage discloses a method and apparatus for facilitating conferences between 
a plurality of participants on a network. Savage does not specifically enumerate 
wherein at least certain of the said communications terminals are mobile devices, and 
the said communications network comprises at least one mobile network. Jong 
discloses a telecommunications network wherein the subscriber terminals may be 
wireless telephones, (obviously on a wireless network, (Jong - Col. 2, lines 65-67 & Col. 



Application/Control Number: 09/926,505 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2143 

3, lines 1-4), which subscriber ternninals nnay participate in chat comnnunication. (Jong - 
Col. 4, lines 57-58). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
tinne of invention by Applicant to combine the teachings of Savage and Jong to provide 
reliable, high quality communications over the dedicated connections of the public 
telephone infrastructure, (Savage - paragraph #0003). As a wireless phone network is 
a public phone network, it would have been obvious to incorporate the same into the 
telecommunication teachings of Savage. Thus Claims 2 & 13 are found to be 
unpatentable over the combined teachings of Savage in view of Jong. 

1 3. Regarding Claim 5, Savage is relied upon for those teachings disclosed herein. 
Savage discloses a method and apparatus for facilitating conferences between a 
plurality of participants on a network. Savage does not specifically enumerate wherein 
the communication forum is selected or defined under speech-controlled menu 
guidance. Jong discloses a chat site wherein communication is initiated via a speech- 
controlled device, (Col. 5, lines 4-11). Examiner notes that it would have been obvious 
to use the Jong speech-to-text transmit system for purposes other than communication 
initiation, as said system serves to recognize spoken words and convert the same to 
text. Thus, the Jong speech-to-text functionality could easily be used in conjunction 
with a menu means for purposes of facilitating conferences within the system. Thus 
Claim 5 is found to be unpatentable over the combined teachings of Savage in view of 
Jong. 

14. Regarding Claims 10 & 20, Savage is relied upon for those teachings disclosed 
herein. Savage discloses a method and apparatus for facilitating conferences between 
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a plurality of participants on a network. Savage does not specifically enumerate 
wherein one of the said communication participants registers for at least one 
communication forum specifying in addition at least one other communication 
participant as a communication partner for the respective communication forum, so that 
he is notified when a specified communication partner has selected a respecfive 
communication forum. Jong discloses a "chat" communication forum that includes lists 
of current chat participants wherein members may designate specific communication 
partners, (Jong - Col. 5, lines 57-67 & Col. 5, lines 1-34). Examiner notes that in 
designating a specific communication partner, said designee will obviously notify other 
participants of his/her interest to participate in the communication forum by his/her 
joining of the same, as noted by said list. Thus Claims 1 0 & 20 are found to be 
unpatentable over the combined teachings of Savage in view of Jong. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure: 

US Patent 5,999,525 to Krishnaswamy. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Arrienne M. Lezak whose telephone number is (571)- 
272-3916. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-4:30. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on (571)-272-3923. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Arrienne M. Lezak 

Examiner 
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